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INTRODUCTION
The withdrawal of the situation or opportunity in which an
organism can receive reinforcement has been shown to function as an
aversive event (Skinner, 1953; Herrnstein, 1955; Ferster and Skinner,
1957; Leitenberg, 1965), and is called "timeout." Timeout is
described as either a period of non-reinforcement correlated with a
particular signal, or simply by removal of the organism from the
opportunity to respond (Sidman, 1960).
The technique was developed in animal laboratories and used
extensively to facilitate learning by eliminating incorrect responses
in matching-to-sample procedures (Ferster and Appel, 1961; Zimmerman
and Bayden, 1963; Zimmerman and Ferster, 1963), and to achieve
practically errorless learning in discrimination tasks with chimpan
zees (Ferster, 1964).

The procedure in these studies was to provide

immediate reinforcement for correct responses, and timeout for incor
rect responses. Timeout would consist of a total blackout of the
experimental chamber, and a locking of the food hopper mechanism.

The

opportunity to receive reinforcement was effectively removed from the
animal's environment.
Originally, timeout had been considered as a period of time that
separated opportunities to respond, such as an intertrial interval.
Herrnstein (1955) was apparently the first to realize that there were
possible reinforcing or aversive properties of timeout, but in an
experiment researching the possible punishing properties of timeout,
the behavior measured did not decrease as a result of responsel
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c ontingent

timeout (Ferster and Skinner, 1957).

However, Ferster

(1958) found that suppression would occur if a pre-timeout stimulus
was presented. Holz, Azrin and Allyon (1963) extended the use of
timeout in research with humans by showing timeout to be a very
effective punisher if an alternative unpunished response was available
to obtain reinforc ement by shifting from the primary to an alternative
response.
McMillan (1967)

c ompared

the effectiveness of response-produc ed

shock with response-produced timeout. He equated 60 to 90 seconds of
timeout as being equal in suppressive effects to l to 2 ma. of
electric shock for 30 msec., based on previous studies with rats.

He

found that the two procedures would suppress responding of squirrel
monkeys to about the same degree.

Like shock, timeout would also

maintain the esc ape behavior which terminated it. Timeout

can

there

fore be viewed as a very effective and powerful punisher of behavior.
Laboratory studies with animals have also shown how timeout

can

ac t as a reinforc er, thus increasing the rate of a given behavior. An
organism may

choose

timeout as an esc ape from some aversive aspect of

the environment such as the delay or effort required in an FR schedule
(Thomas and Sherman, 1965).

Response-produced timeout

can

either

decrease or increase the rate of the behavior for which it is a

con

sequenc e (Herrnstein, 1955; Ferster, 1958); it is only aversive when
the schedule in which it occurs is positively reinforcing, and it is
reinforcing when the schedule in which it occurs is aversive
(Honig, 1966 p.35).
These findings suggest timeout to be a promising means of
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controlling behavior in a society that eschews physical punishment.
Under some circumstances this non-corporal punishment apparently can
suppress behavior as effectively as electric shock.

Of course timeout

as an aversive event with human behavior is presently in use with such
practices as sentencing to prison, loss of driver's license, or dis
missal from work.

The important aspect of this type of control is the

response-contingent withdrawal of the opportunity for positive rein
forcement for significant segments of the person's behavioral
repertoire.

A use of timeout that society apparently has not often

practiced as yet, is use of the technique to increase a behavior.
Perhaps the shortening of a prisoner's term in prison contingent upon
"good behavior" is one example.
Timeout has found wide use in applied behavior analysis.

One

main approach in using the technique is removal of the subject from
the situation in which he can obtain a relatively "rich" schedule and
variety of reinforcement.

The behaviors dealt with in this manner

include disruptive and aggressive behaviors (Bostow and Bailey, 1969;
Hawkins, 1971), high rate inappropriate behaviors in retardates
(Pendergrass, 1972), assaultive acts of delinquent adolescents (Tyler,
1964), and numerous other behaviors.
The second main approach is by elimination of the opportunity to
respond, thereby depriving the subject of the means of obtaining re
inforcement.

This procedure, with many variations, has been used to

reduce the rate of multiple tics (Barret, 1962), decrease operant
crying or preschool children (Hart, Allen, Buell, Harris, and Wolf,
1964), develop appropriate verbal behavior in an almost non-verbal,
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brain-damaged 5 year old boy (McReynolds, 1969), and to decrease
thumbsucking (Baer, 1962).
Timeout is mild enough to be used in the home setting with the
mother in the therapeutic role (Hawkins, Peterson, Schweid, and
Bijou, 1966), but is also considered strong enough to be widely used
in state hospitals with

c hildren

whose behaviors had resisted all

previous treatment; one such example is the following study.
and Bailey (1969), using timeout in

conjunction

Bostow

with positive rein

forcement for acceptable behavior, terminated the disruptive screaming
and shouting of a lady who had been institutionalized for 5 years, and
the aggressive behavior of a boy institutionalized for 18 months.
These behaviors had previously gone unchecked for the entire time the
subjects had been institutionalized, though they had been treated with
everything from tranquilizers to restraints.

Timeout halted the

behavior in one week.
Timeout has also been effective in the
use of

corporal

classroom,

supplanting the

punishment or the often detrimental verbal reprimand.

Misbehavior such as a first grade

child's

swearing and tipping over

his desk (Kubany, Weiss, and Slogget, 1971)

can

be dealt with by using

a combination of removing the reinforcement for that particular
behavior and/or removing the child from the
as tantrums

can

classroom.

Behavior such

also be dealt with by immediate removal of the

child

from the room (Carlson, Arnold, Becker, and Madsen, 1968).
Timeout as a

consequence

has been used in state institutions,

homes, regular classrooms, and with deviant children in social and
learning situations.

One study resulted in the suppression of
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persistant, high rate misbehavior in two extremely withdrawn children
(Pendergrass, 1972).

The procedure was effective even with no

systematic administration of reinforcement for appropriate behaviors.
The removal of the reinforcement that the children got from being
members of a group or class, even though they seldom interacted, was
enough to not only suppress the inappropriate behavior, but also to
generalize to an increase other behaviors such as looking, speaking,
responding, and other non-punished misbehaviors.
A further study by Burchard and Barrera (1972), with mildly
retarded adolescents having histories of various types of delinquent
and anti-social behavior further illustrates the effectiveness of
timeout, when used in conjunction with other behavioral techniques
such as response cost, in treating severely maladjusted children who
are working under a token economy.

Kalamazoo Valley Intermediate

School District has this type of system using a programmed environment
and dealing specifically with severely maladjusted, or "emotionally
disturbed" children.

The system is called the School Adjustment

Program (Hawkins, 1971).

The School Adjustment Program classrooms

employ timeout to suppress maladaptive behavior by removing the child
to an enclosed timeout booth.

According to Hawkins, the reasons that

timeout would be used are that:

1) the response is potentially

dangerous to another person, 2) the response is extremely disruptive,
3) the response is likely to or is receiving social reinforcement from
peers, or 4) the response has been very resistent to change by rein
forcement techniques alone.

Timeout has been felt to be a very

effective means of consequating deviant classroom behavior, and as
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such replaces other types of behaviors in this program.
In a recently published study by Ramp, Ulrich, and Dulaney
(1971), a modification of timeout was employed that appears to have
certain advantages.

This study was done in a normal elementary class

room with a 9 year old boy who exhibited very disruptive out-of-seat
and talking-out behaviors.

A host of other methods had been employed

as punishment, ranging from tranquilizers to staying in at noon recess
and after school, but the behaviors seemed to increase rather than
decrease as a result of the measures.1
The researchers employed a technique they called delayed timeout.
They attached a red light to the boy's desk, and told him that when
ever the light came on, he would have to spend five minutes in the
timeout booth either at noon recess or after school.
were cumulative.

The five minutes

The results were immediate, with drastic decreases

in the maladaptive behaviors.

He became so aware of the consequences

of his behavior that he would occasionally talk out "by accident," and
before the light could be turned on, he would slap his hands to his
mouth, his face would flush, and he would remain motionless for a
short period.
There are numerous possible advantages for using delayed timeout
rather than immediate timeout, including the following:
1) Removing the child from the learning environment while class

1rt is likely that inconsistency in the application of conse
quences may also have contributed to the lack of success with the
initial procedures that the teacher had tried.
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is in session decreases his opportunity to learn the academic material
being covered.

If he is often away from the learning environment, he

might even fail as a result.
2) The class is often disrupted when the teacher has to
immediately remove the child, thus decreasing the learning time of the
rest of the class.
3) Immediate timeout, like physical restraint, has the disad
vantage of removing the child from the social situation and thus from
the opportunity to immediately practice more adaptive behaviors to
that same situation.

Delayed timeout would enable the child to remain

in the environment and learn to better control his own behavior.
4) To avoid or escape a disliked activity or academic task, the
child may find immediate removal from the situation more reinforcing
than remaining in the classroom, thus his inappropriate behavior would
be strengthened by the timeout and the general effectiveness of time
out as a punisher would be decreased.
5)

Delayed timeout can be administered at times selected by the

teacher rather than whenever the child is misbehaving.

The teacher

could, for example, defer timeout until recess or other more con
venient time for her.
6) Delayed timeout can be individualized to the child more
readily.

The teacher can administer timeout for each child at the

most effective time for that child.

For example, timeout for one

child might be during recess, for another during music, and for an
other during physical education, the selection being based on the
apparent reinforcing value of the activity for that child.
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7) The administration can be adjusted to fit the severity of the
inappropriate behavior; if mild, timeout can be administered at a
mildly reinforcing time, if severe, during a highly reinforcing time
or activity.
8) When the timeout is delayed for the behavior to be weakened,
there is a possibility of restitution by a) certain desirable behavior
for the rest of the day, b) working on a special task, or c) buying
restitution with regular or special tokens or points earned during the
day.

This may also make timeout less likely to provoke angry

retaliation by the child.
Schwarz and Hawkins (1970) demonstrated that delayed reinforce
ment can strengthen behavior of a sixth grade child successfully
without any inrnediate feedback to the subject, but although delayed
timeout without inrnediate feedback may be able to work, adding an
immediate feedback factor would likely improve its effectiveness.

One

means of doing this would be to dispense special tokens as an
inrnediate consequence of inappropriate behaviors.

By its association

with timeout, it is likely that this special token would assume
aversive properties, thus constituting a token punisher.
The present study is designed to assess whether the use of token
punishers and delayed timeout is feasible for regular use in a class
room, and whether they are effective in suppressing inappropriate
behaviors.

To research these issues, two multiple baseline

experiments were run in two different School Adjustment Program
classrooms.

METHOD

To study the feasibility and the effectiveness of delayed time
out, two separate experiments were run.

Both experiments employed a

delayed timeout procedure combined with the use of negative tokens
dispensed immediately contingent upon inappropriate behavior.

It was

hypothesized that the negative tokens would act as token punishers,
because each one represented an earned period of timeout to be given at
a later time.
In order to show the procedure to be generally applicable for a
broad range of behaviors, and to make the punishment therapeutically
relevant for the individual child, three different behaviors were
selected as "targets."

Experiment I dealt with two very noticeable

behaviors, talk-outs and refusals to answer.

It was felt that these

behaviors would be consequated very consistently, as they were very
noticeable to the teachers.

Experiment II dealt. with "teacher

watching" at inappropriate times.

This behavior was more difficult

for the teachers to detect consistently, therefore the behavior would
be consequated much less consistently than the behaviors in Experiment
I.

The students were both of multiple baseline design.

Partial

component analyses were conducted to assess the separate effects of
certain aspects of the procedure.
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EXPERIMENT I
This experiment dealt with talk-outs and no-talks (refusal to
answer).

These were considered to be very noticeable and unpleasant

behaviors, hence they would be consequated very consistently.

In this

study there were alterations in the designs between subjects in order
to determine the optimal procedure for use in the second experiment.
The alterations included explanations for one child and none for
another and other alterations.
Subjects
Three subjects--Joe, Donna, and Glenn--were selected from a
School Adjustment Program classroom comprised of 10 children, one
These subjects were not chosen randomly, but

teacher, and an aide.

rather for the behaviors they exhibited.
Joe had just been placed in the program from a regular classroom
in the same school.

The referring teacher said that she could not

handle Joe, as he would talk out and wander around the room
continuously.
Donna had been in the program for three years and was considered
to be an autistic child.
or adults.

She minimized interaction with either peers

She rarely verbalized, but did good work when allowed to

answer in written form.

It was often the case that Donna would give

the answer if she was given enough time.

The problem was that she was

extremely slow in doing so, thereby making the teacher wait an
exceptionally long time.

When Donna's answer was not forthcoming, the
10
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teacher would usually wait a short time and then ask the same
question of another child.

She had not been making satisfactory

progress in the program, and it had been decided that much more strict
and forceful manipulations were needed.

Various manipulations were in

effect which were aimed at her low rate of verbalizations and her
extreme latency of responding.
Glenn exhibited a great number of inappropriate behaviors, of
which talking-out was only one.

His mother had begun spending every

morning in the classroom to observe and constantly monitor and con
sequate certain of Glenn's behaviors, such as fidgeting and non
attending.

Glenn had incurred unspecified brain damage at 18 months

and had been in the program for 3 years.

He was being administered

Ritalin in 15 mg. dosages, but only when his parents felt that he was
unable to control his behavior.

The teachers did not administer

Ritalin to him; therefore he did not normally receive it during the
school day.
Experimental Design
The multiple baseline design allowed for a between-subjects
replication of successive experimental conditions.
Joe were:

The conditions for

1) baseline, 2) token slips and delayed timeout without

explanation (begun on session #11) and 3) token slips and delayed
timeout with verbal explanation (begun on session #15).
tions for Glenn were:

1) baseline, and 2) token slips and delayed

timeout with verbal explanation (begun on session #13).
tions for Donna were:

The condi

The condi

1) baseline, 2) token slips with no explanation
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(begun on session #8), and 3) token slips and delayed timeout with
explanation (begun on session #14).

The baseline was used to

ascertain the ongoing rate of the behavior before any attempt at
manipulation was made.

The slip condition was employed to detennine

whether the occurrence of the behavior would change solely as a
function of the behavior's being inunediately consequated with a slip.
This would ensure that any further change in the rate of the behavior
during the delayed timeout segment was actually due to the delayed
timeout and not to the simple feedback involved in receiving the
negative token.

In the delayed timeout condition, the subject's

behavior was consequated with negative tokens which were later
redeemed for time in the booth.
Recording and Reliability
The behavior being recorded for Joe and Glenn was unauthorized
talking.

Data were recorded on Donna's "refusal" to talk, times that

a verbal response was required from her but she would fail to speak
within a reasonable period of time.
The children spent the entire day (including lunch) in the same
classroom.

The desks were set in a semicircle around the room, facing

the teacher's desk.

The students were to remain in their desks at all

times unless given pennission to leave or to play quietly.

If they

wished to speak, they were to quietly raise their hands and wait for
the teacher or aide who moved around the room to grade papers, answer
questions, give directions, etc ••
The experimenter recorded the occurrence of talk-outs by Joe and
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Glenn from 9:15 to 9:45 every morning.

During this time all students

were present and seated at their desks engaged in independent work in
reading and mathematics.

The experimenter was seated at a point

within the semicircle, with Joe and Glenn on his right, and Donna
directly behind him.

The experimenter recorded the occurrence of

Donna's refusal to talk for 10 minutes between 9:25 and 9:45, as soon
as Donna was finished reading her story.
A graduate student in Psychology at Western Michigan University
was tutoring Donna every day for the entire morning.

Donna was given

a story to read from the Reader's Digest children's book series.

When

she was finished, she was asked a series of questions testing her
comprehension of the story.

The tutor always asked 8 questions, and

it was during this task that the incidence of refusals to talk (no
talks) were recorded.

This tutor also served as second observer, and

thereby recorded the experimental data on the incidence of refusals to
talk.

The experimenter served as the observer checking reliability

for the second observer's recording.1
The experimenter and second observer would begin their silent
stopwatches at the same time and record the discrete events of no
talks for ten minutes.
same time.

They both began and ended recording at the

The experimenter recorded data on a silent wrist counter

1The author wishes to thank Ms. Carol Daisley for her able
assistance in this aspect of the research, and in the planning and
running of this experiment as well.
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consisting of a leather band with an abacus on it constructed of small
beads and elastic nylon thread.

The second observer recorded data by

making small check marks on the same paper as the questions that she
was asking Donna.

Independence for Donna's recording was completely

assured by having these silent recording devices, as well as by having
the experimenter faced away from the second observer so that he could
not see either her recording or her dispensing of the negative tokens.
The second observer simply handed the negative token to Donna, so
there was nothing said so that the experimenter could detect the
dispensing of a negative token.
A no-talk was defined as:

anytime that a verbal response was

required but Donna did not respond in audible words within 10 seconds
from the end of the question (or other prompt).

For any discrete

event to be recorded, there had to be a lapse of 10 seconds following
a prompt in which the person asking the question did not speak at all;
if the person did speak, a new 10 second period began.

No-talks did

not include non-response to a question that did not require a vocal
response.

A vocal response had to be a word that would have been

acceptable in written form.

Therefore, such sounds as uhm, huh, mnun,

or ah, were not counted as acceptable words.

Examples of situations

follow:
a)

Easy to tell and NOT counted:

"Donna, point to the answer."

A

refusal to answer was not counted because she could have answered
adequately non-verbally.
b)

Difficult to tell but NOT counted:

Where is it on the page?"

"Donna, what is the answer?

Non-response would not be counted because
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the second question supercedes the first, and it can be adquately
answered non-verbally.
c)

Difficult to tell but IS counted:

"Donna, do you understand?"

Non-response would be counted because a nod would not be acceptable.
d)

Clearly counted:

"Donna, tell me the answer."

A vocal response

is clearly required.
On the 11th session it was noticed that due to the insertion of
unplanned questions or other prompts, the number of opportunities for
Donna to respond was not being held constant.

These unplanned

opportunities were relevant but not previously specified, such as:
"What page are we on?" or "Read that word again."
repetitions of the questions or prompts.

There were also

The number of planned

questions was always kept the same, but the total number of
opportunities to respond varied.

Percentage data of opportunities to

respond as well as percentage data on the accuracy of the responses
were recorded after this point to adjust for the variability.
Talk-outs were defined as any unauthorized vocalization.
were two different situations:

There

a) During academics talk-outs included

all verbalizations with or without having a hand raised if it occurred
before the child's being verbally recognized by an adult.

The talk

out had to consist of a word or words, therefore such things as
animal sounds, yawns, and sneezes were not counted.

b) During free

time activities talk-outs included only unauthorized verbalizations
directed at an adult.

A new event was recorded when there had been

three or more full seconds of silence following a previous talk-out.
The second observer collected the experimental data on the
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incidence of Donna's no-talks, with the experimenter checking
reliability.

A percentage measure of inter-observer agreement was

computed by dividing the larger number of observations into the
smaller number and multiplying by 100.
The experimenter collected the experimental data on talk-outs,
with Glenn's mother checking reliability. Agreement was calculated by
the same method as above.

The mean agreement for each condition was

computed by averaging results from all of the separate reliability
checks within that condition.

Although the usual procedure is to

report the agreement score from every reliability check, it was not
considered appropriate in the present study because it was felt that
the individual reliability scores could be unreliable due to the low
frequency of the behaviors. Mean reliability on Donna's no-talks for
each phase ranged from 86.2% to 93.8%, with an overall mean of 89.7%.
Mean reliability for Joe ranged from 83.3% to 87.5%, with an overall
mean of 85.4%.

Mean reliability for Glenn ranged from 50% to 80%,

with an overall mean of 65%.

1

The overall mean reliability for all

three subjects was 81.4% for the whole study.

1The 50% figure was due to having only two reliability checks
during one of the phases. On one check the behavior was observed to
occur once by one observer and not at all by the other observer,
hence a reliability of 0%. The second reliability check resulted in a
100% agreement. The mean of these was 50%.
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Procedure
Every morning at 9:15 the experimenter would sit in a chair
placed within the semicircle.

He was in a position to record data

(he did not have to be able to see Donna, as he could record no-talks
by simply listening to the verbal interchange), but not to view the
recording of the other observers.

The second observer was seated

back-to-back with the experimenter and directly in front of Donna.
Neither could observe the other recording.

The third observer,

Glenn's mother, was standing at one side of the room, close to Glenn
and Joe.

She was checking the reliability of the experimenter's

recording as well as taking data of her own regarding Glenn.

She

recorded data by making a check mark on a piece of paper that she
carried.

Independence of recording between the experimenter and

Glenn's mother was partially assured by having the two facing
opposite ends of the room, though each could see the other by turning,
each made an attempt to never look across the room in each other's
direction.

The experimenter could never be sure what type of data

Glenn's mother was recording, so if he would see her hands move, the
most that he could assume was that she was taking some kind of data.
The experimenter kept his one hand over the wrist counter so that any
data recording was not detectable by anyone else.

The experimenter

recorded the experimental data with Joe and Glenn, and sometimes
simultaneously checked the reliability of the second observer's
recording of Donna's behavior.

Later in the study, the experimenter

also recorded the total number of questions or other prompts directed
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at Donna, the number answered correctly, and the number answered
incorrectly.

The third observer checked the reliability of the

experimenter's recording of Joe's and Glenn's talk-outs.
To obtain a crude assessment of the frequency of Joe's and
Glenn's talk-outs during the whole day, the aide recorded these data
throughout the school day, including the half-hour recording session
in the morning.

These data also served as a measure of the consis

tency with which the aide would consequate the behavior.
The data sessions for Joe and Glenn were always held from 9:15 to
9:45, judged by the school wall clock.

Data sessions with Donna were

begun by the second observer's depressing her stopwatch stem so that
the experimenter could hear the audible click; the experimenter would
then begin recording.
For all subjects, a baseline period served to ascertain the
operant level of the behaviors.

With one subject, this period also

helped the aide become reaccustomed to talk-out behavior that he had
learned to ignore.

This period allowed the teacher and aide to become

better attuned to the behaviors and their reactions to them.
After 7 baseline sessions the first experimental intervention was
made with Donna.

This was the dispensing of the negative tokens or

slips and will be referred to as the "slip phase."

No explanation was

given to Donna in the slip phase, a slip was put in her chip dish, a
dish that each child has on his desk to put reward tokens in, immed
iately contingent upon each no-talk.

The second observer would count

10 seconds and at the count "one-thousand-ten," she would immediately
place the negative token in the dish.

This condition was continued
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for 6 sessions.

Donna seemed to notice the receipt of the slips, but

never made a comment.
On session #16, Donna was given a full explanation for the slips
and was told that each slip she received meant that she had to spend
two minutes in the timeout booth.

During this final phase, she was

asked periodically why she received the slips and what they meant,
thus assuring that she was aware of the contingencies.

Because the

interactions between Donna and either the teacher or aide were so
minimal, in essence the procedure was not in effect during any part of
the day other than during the morning when the tutor was working with
her.

The aide had been instructed to follow the contingencies, but

because of his extremely low level of interactions with Donna, she
very seldom received a slip during the afternoon.
The slips used in this experiment were Peabody slips, plastic
slips used from a Peabody testing kit.

They were flat, plastic, and

about 1/2 inch wide by 3 inches long.

They were of different colors,

and each subject received a different color slip.
On session #15 (actually the eleventh session of data on Joe's
talk-outs), Joe began receiving both the slips and delayed timeout
with no verbal explanation for either.

He was given a slip immediate

ly contingent upon each talk-out and later put in the booth for two
minutes for each slip.

To help Joe discriminate why he was receiving

the tokens, the aide made it a point to give them as immediately
following the behavior as possible, and also to obviously count the
slips in front of Joe before telling him how long he was to be in the
booth.

After four sessions of this procedure, Joe was given a full
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verbal explanation of the contingencies and the procedure was con
tinued for four more days.

On this date, Joe claimed that he had no

idea as to why he had been getting the slips or why he had been going
in the booth.
On session #19 (actually the 14th session of data on Glenn),
baseline conditions for Glenn were terminated and he began receiving
both the negative tokens and the timeout.

A full verbal explanation

was given Glenn immediately when he began this condition.
These contingencies for both Joe and Glenn were in effect for the
entire day.

The aide consequated all talk-outs that he detected using

the slips and timeout whenever they occurred during the day.
Timeout was delayed in the morning until lunch time, and in the
afternoons until the last 30 to 45 minutes of the day.

At lunch, all

subjects who had accumulated any slips during the morning were told to
get their lunches and put them on their desks.

The person with the

fewest slips was allowed to spend his time in the booth first; the
person with the longest time to spend in the booth always went last.
In the afternoon, the last 30 to 45 minutes were a time of reinforcing
activities for the class, such as art, being read to, playing games,
and "fun" exercises.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The second observer's data on no-talks and the experimenter's
data on talk-outs are presented in Figure 1.

They are given in tenns

of frequency of responses per recording session, sessions being held
on successive school days.

The reliability data are also plotted (as

triangles).
The procedure with Donna had been broken up so as to differenti
ate the effects of the slips from the effects of delayed timeout.
data show no effect of either manipulation.

Her

As evidenced in Figure 1,

the incidence of no-talks did not decrease in nwnber under either the
slips alone or the slips and booth combined.

On the contrary, no

talks showed a slight increase when just the slips were given and
remained at this level when the timeout was added.

Possibly the slips

served a mild reinforcing function through stimulus generalization,
because Donna had been receiving poker chips in the same container for
over three years as token reinforcers (exchangeable for such things as
treats, drinks, games, and the like) for appropriate behavior and she
was continuing to receive the chips throughout the experiment, even
during experimental sessions.

While it might be expected that such a

reinforcing function would change to a punishing function when the
slips were "backed up" by isolation in a booth during lunch time and
pleasant social activities, it must be remembered that this child was
an extreme social isolate.

During any free time given Donna, such as

at lunch recess, the experimenter never saw Donna interact with any
other person in any way.

It is possible that isolation was not
21

Figure l
The incidence of no-talks and talk-outs as measured during half
hour recording sessions held on successive school days and for Donna,
the second observer's data are plotted as open circles.

For Joe and

Glenn, the experimenter's data are plotted as closed circles and the
third observer's agreement data are plotted as open circles.
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aversive to her because the classroom situation for a socially with
drawn child may provide a very limited density of reinforcement, the
termination of which would not be an appreciable change of "reinforcer
income."

In contradiction to Pendergrass' (1972) results with with

drawn children, it is possible that isolation for Donna was a mildly
reinforcing or simply a neutral event.

However, the results in

Figure l are difficult to interpret because the number of opportuni
ties to respond were not held constant through the study nor even
measured during the first half of the study.
To compensate for this variability in the number of opportunities
to respond, the incidence of no-talks were figured as a percentage of
the total number of opportunities to respond; these data obtained on
the percentage of questions that Donna failed to answer within 10
seconds are presented in Figure 2.
from successive school days.

The percentage data are presented

These data do suggest a small improve

ment resulting from a shift from the slip phase to the delayed timeout
phase, but due to the small number of these data, not even a tentative
conclusion can be drawn.

Also shown in Figure 2 are data regarding

the accuracy of Donna's answers.

The accuracy of her answers was

computed using only those questions that she indeed did answer.

While

no conclusion is possible regarding the presence or absence of an
effect of the independent variable on accuracy, it is possible to con
clude that over the last half of the study Donna's accuracy was at an
acceptable level and was stable.

Reliability was checked on the

incidence of no-talks as well as on the total number of opportunities
to respond, the number answered correctly, and on the number answered

Figure 2
Top graph:

Incidence of no-talks computed as a percentage of the

total number of opportunities to respond, as recorded from successive
school days.
Bottom graph:

Percentage of questions answered correctly of the

total number of questions that Donna did answer from successive school
day sessions.
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incorrectly.
The poor results with Donna may be partially due to the short
(7 days) length of time that she was in the delayed timeout condition.
Donna had never been in the booth before, and it is possible that the
novelty of this stimulus initially prevented its serving as an
aversive event.

During the last phase, Donna was beginning to make

facial grimaces and other similar reactions upon receipt of the slips1
and when she was put in the booth, she was beginning to emit such
reactions as tapping on the door, opening and closing the door and
making other responses that might be seen as approximations to escape
responses.
It is interesting to note that on one occasion, at the teacher's
request, Donna's accumulated booth time was cut from 30 minutes to 20.
This may have implications about a teacher's or even a therapist's
approach to dealing with different types of behavior.

A child who had

exhibited a more aggressive or defiant behavior would never have had
his time in the booth shortened.

This may suggest that shy or with

drawn children may receive differential treatment due to a different
conception of their maladjustment, even when the manipulation is aimed
at making a desired change in that behavior.

Thus the characteristics

of the behavior exhibited may affect the willingness of the persons
involved in treatment to implement the planned treatment consistently.
As pointed out by Birnbrauer, Burchard, and Burchard (1970), there is
often a difficulty with the use of punishment in that our culture
believes that "the punishment should fit the crime."

They state that

punishment should be selected not as "revenge," a "deterent," or even
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by the magnitude of the offense, but rather on the basis of what pro
cedure is most likely to accomplish the objective of decreasing the
target behavior.

Once the procedure is selected, and the objective

agreed upon, the procedure should be followed if reaching the
objective is desired.

Perhaps an added criterion in selecting a con

sequence should be the current priority of the.particular behavior
change.
The procedure with Joe had been broken up so as to differentiate
the effects of having and not having a verbal explanation of the
contingencies.

Joe had entered the delayed timeout phase with no

explanation as to the contingencies; his talk-outs declined from a
The

baseline mean of 2.4 to a mean during the second phase of 1.25.

aide made a point of trying to give the slip to Joe as irmnediately
following the talk-out as possible, and openly counted the slips in
front of Joe before telling him how long to stay in the booth.

It is

possible that these measures did have an effect, and that Joe may have
been able to discriminate the contingencies in force even though he
did not verbalize them.

He was given a full explanation on the

beginning of the fifth day of the last phase, and it can be seen that
his talk-outs then dropped to and stayed at zero. His mean rate of
talk-outs dropped to .25 following the explanation (one talk-out
followed by three sessions of total suppression).

However, it should

also be recognized that the frequency of his talk-outs was declining
during the phase in which no explanation was given so that it is not
possible to determine whether the explanation had an effect on talk
outs.

The explanation did have an effect on an unrecorded behavior,
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however.

Prior to the explanation, Joe was exhibiting emotional

reactions to the receipt of the slips in the form of throwing them and
refusing to take them; and when going to the booth he complained, "I
didn't do a damn thing!"

After the explanation, he calmly received

the slips and would even set the timer for himself and go quickly and
quietly to the booth.
The token punishers and delayed timeouts were immediately
effective with Glenn, his rate of talk-outs declined from a baseline
mean of 1.2 to a mean of .2.

Judged by Joe's and Glenn's data, it

seems that the contingencies at least affect the behavior faster, if
not more effectively, when a verbal explanation is given to the
subject.

Based on subjective impression it appeared that both sub

jects exhibited an increased incidence of handraising in these later
stages of the study, suggesting that the subjects were beginning to
discriminate and use more appropriate behavior.
how to avoid the aversive event of timeout.

They were learning

As suggested by Holz,

Azrin, and Allyon (1963), when an unpunished means (hand raising) of
obtaining reinforcement (teacher attention) is provided, then the
subject will avoid making the punished response (talk-outs) in favor
of the unpunished response.
The aide also recorded data on the incidence of Joe's and Glenn's
talk-outs.

The data were known to be extremely unreliable because on

some days he recorded a smaller total for the whole day, including the
half-hour recording period, than the experimenter recorded for the
half-hour session alone.

This was apparently due to two reasons:

the aide had many responsibilities in the room throughout the day,
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functioning essentially as a second teacher, and he had also become so
skillful at ignoring talk-outs (in order to extinguish them) that he
simply failed to detect them, especially during baseline.

The aide

was much less accurate at recording talk-outs from Glenn than from
Joe, because he had become so accustomed to Glenn's talking out that
he rarely noticed it.
The reliability data are presented in Table 1.

They are listed

for each subject as an average of all the agreement scores within each
phase.

The number of reliability checks averaged together for each

phase are also presented in parentheses beside the percentage figure.
In Experiment II, the components were consistently separated into
the three different conditions:
tions, and delayed timeout.

baseline, token slips with instruc

Also as a result of Experiment I, it was

decided to give all subjects a full explanation when entering the slip
phase and the delayed timeout phase.

Table l
Percentage agreement listed for each subject as an average of all
of the percentages within each phase.

The number of reliability

checks averaged together for each phase are presented in parentheses
next to the percentage figure.
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Table 1
Glenn
Baseline

80%

Slips

--

Slips +
Booth

50%

Totals

65%

Joe
87.5%

(6)

--

83.3%

(2)

85.4%

Overall Mean for
all three subjects

81.4%
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Donna
(4)

( 5)

89.2%

( 3)

86.2%

(4)

93.8%

( 7)

89.7%

EXPERIMENT II
In Experiment II, the behavior studied was more difficult to
detect consistently; it was watching the teachers when it was in
appropriate to do so.

It was felt that the applicability of delayed

timeout could be better assessed if it were shown effective with both
a high rate and a low rate behavior, and with very noticeable behavior
and not very noticeable behavior.

Watching the teachers was a fre

quent (though minor) problem behavior, but it was also a behavior
which the teachers did not detect consistently (as evidenced by two
checks by the experimenter run in the later stages of the study to
determine the consistency with which the teachers detected the
behavior other than during the experimental sessions; the results were
60% and 85\ detection of the actual occurrences).

This behavior was

also chosen because it had been resistant to the teacher's previous
attempts at modification.
Again a multiple baseline design was used, with three conditions
being applied successively to the three subjects.

This design allowed

for between-subject replication of these conditions.
Subjects
Three elementary children--Richard, Brenda, and Denise--were
chosen from a second School Adjustment Program classroom comprised of
10 children, one teacher, and one aide.

Denise and Brenda had both

been referred to the program because they exhibited behavior which was
disruptive in a normal classroom.
33

Denise had been in the program for
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two years and Brenda for 1-1/2 years.

Richard had been referred to

the program when the IQ limits for the Educably Mentally Handicapped
program in which he had been enrolled had been revised upwards.
Richard also exhibited non-attending and disruptive behaviors.

He had

been in the program for two years and had an IQ of 77 based on the
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children.
The subjects would very frequently watch the teachers by turning
in their seats, peeking over their shoulders, or looking through their
hair at times when it was appropriate for them to be working inde
pendently.

The teachers had found this especially annoying with

Richard, as he would stare at them for a large portion of his inde
pendent work time.

The behavior was very persistent, and had resisted

all previous interventions.

These interventions with Richard had

included rewarding him with tokens when attending to task (and there
fore not staring), removal to a separate room by himself after being
caught staring, taking tokens away, and finally much verbal dis
approval.
Experimental Design
The multiple baseline design allowed for between subject com
parisons during three conditions:

the baseline phase; the slip phase,

which involved giving the subject a slip contingent upon each
detection of teacher-watching; and the delayed timeout phase with
instructions regarding what the slips were for, in which each slip was
redeemable for two minutes in the booth at a later time.

The slip

phase was included to make sure that any change in the rate of the
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behavior during the delayed timeout condition was due solely to the
effectiveness of the delayed timeout.
Recording and Reliability
The classroom was set up such that the student's desks were in
three rows facing away from the teachers' desks, which were in the
back of the room.

The aide served as observer, recording 15 minutes

of experimental data in the mornings and 15 minutes in the afternoons.

1

During the morning sessions, from 9:30 to 9:45, all students were
seated in their desks and engaged in independent study of reading
assignments in their Mott workbooks.

The afternoon session was from

1:00 to 1:15, and all students were seated in their desks engaged in
independent spelling assignments.

The aide was seated at her desk in

the back of the room.
Teacher-watching was defined as the subject's turning in his seat
and looking at, peering through the corner of his eye at, or otherwise
looking back at the aide, teacher, or experimenter when they were
seated at their desks or working with a student other than the subject.
The subject had to be seated at his desk and engaged in independent
work.

This definition was adhered to at all times, so that watching

was only cou nted when the subject's buttocks were touching his desk
seat.

Only those looks directed at the individuals mentioned were

1The author wishes to thank Mrs. Sue Crossman for her able
assistance in this aspect of the research. She consistently took time
out from her other duties to take these data every day.
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counted, thus looking at another student or aimlessly around the room
were not counted.

Looks were not counted when appropriate, such as

when the subject's name was called and he looked around to answer.
Each discrete event of eye contact followed by a break of contact was
counted as a response.
The subjects were occasionally out of their seats for short
periods of time during the recording sessions. These periods were
never longer than 15 or 20 seconds and were for reasons of sharpening
pencils, taking completed assignments to the teacher's desk and the
like.

Recording during these times was not stopped, because the other

subjects were still seated and differential time-keeping would be too
cumbersome.
In the morning, reliability was assessed by an undergraduate
student from Western Michigan University.
was assessed by the experimenter.

The afternoon reliability

The observer checking reliability

was seated three feet to the left of the aide.

He was afforded an un

obstructed view of all children. A large box was placed to the left
of the aide to block the two observers' view of each other's record
ing, thus preserving independence of recording. Data were recorded on
silent wrist counters, as in Experiment I.
Percentage agreement was obtained by dividing the larger number
of observations into the smaller number, and multiplying by 100. The
mean agreement per phase was computed by averaging all of the re
liability scores within that phase. Mean agreement during the morning
sessions ranged from 741 to 100% with an overall mean for the study of
92.6%. Mean agreement for the afternoons ranged from 64.5% to 100%,
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with an overall mean for the study of 86.7\
Procedure
The recording was done by the aide at the same time every day
while seated at her desk engaged only in observing and recording data.
This was not unusual, both teachers would occasionally sit at their
desks and observe the children as normal procedure.

The students were

told simply that the aide was busy at these times and could not help
anyone.
The data from these two sessions comprised the experimental data.
Watching during other times of the day was recorded, to the best of
the teacher's and aide's ability, on a mechanical counter on the
teacher's desk.

Data from times other than the recording periods were

not considered experimental data as they only represented the number
of times that the teachers detected the behavior, not how often the
behavior actually occurred.
As each subject entered the slip phase, the aide told him, "I
notice that you look back at us when you should be looking at your
work.

I want you to get an idea of how often you do this, so I will

tell you to take one of these slips when I see you look back at us at
inappropriate times."

The aide then placed a cup on his desk filled

with the same type of slips as used in Experiment I.

The subjects

were instructed to take a slip whenever the aide or teacher would say,
II

----,

take a slip."

The subject would take a slip from the cup

and put it in the chip dish he had on his desk (described in
Experiment I).

This allowed the teacher to immediately consequate
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the behavior, even when across the room.

The subjects turned in their

slips to the aide at the end of the day.

The aide made a point of

saying nothing about either the slips or any possible further con
sequences.
The delayed timeout condition consisted of the same dispensing of
the slips, but each one was exchanged for two minutes in the booth.
Timeout in the morning was delayed until lunch time, and during the
afternoon until the last half-hour of the day.

When the rest of the

class went to lunch, the subjects who had received slips that day had
to spend their time in the booth before going to lunch.
with the fewest slips went first.

The person

The afternoon timeout was delayed

until the last half-hour, which was a time when the class was engaged
in play, listening to the teacher read a story, going outside and the
like.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The frequency of each subject's teacher-watching on successive
school days is presented in Figure 3 (separate data from each morning
and afternoon session, as well as all plotted data from reliability
checks are presented as Appendix I).

The data on each child suggest

that the slips themselves had an effect in decreasing the behaviors.
The baseline performance of each subject show a declining fre
quency of teacher-watching.

For Richard, no reason for this

phenomenon is known, but it is possible that the teacher and aide were
becoming more consistent than earlier in reinforcing non-watching
behaviors.

This kind of effect has been observed by others attempting

to conduct experimental analysis in the School Adjustment Program, and
it is probably most likely when a teacher is also serving as data
recorder.

The decline in both Brenda's and Denise's baseline fre

quency come just at the time that another person is beginning to
receive slips.

Brenda's rate of teacher-watching began to decline

approximately when Richard began receiving slips, while her rate had
been fairly stable up until that point.

Denise's rate of teacher

watching began to decline at the time that Brenda began receiving the
slips, though there was also a previous decline in Denise's rate that
may have been caused by increased consistency of teacher reinforcement
of non-watching.

This between-subject comparison is one of the

benefits of using a multiple baseline design, to see if a manipulation
with one child might have an effect upon the other subjects.

It is

possible that the dispensing of the slips to one subject had an effect
39

Figure 3
Frequency totals of each day's recording sessions as recorded by
the aide on successive school days (each data point represents the
addition of the morning data and the afternoon data).

The sessions

are listed along the abscissa and the frequency along the ordinate.

40

RICHARD

Slips + Booth

Slips

Baseline

,,
0

10

l

BRENDA

0

I

SESSIONS

a>
Slips

Baseline

10

l

I I I I I I I I I I I I

SESSIONS

20

j

I I

10

1

I

I I I i I I I I I I I I I I

10

SESSIONS

3)

�lipj

Baseline

I I I I i I

Slips +
Booth

20

...

�

I I I I I
30

Slips +
Booth

II

42

of decreasing the frequency of teacher-watching with another subject
in this study.
Because of the declining baseline it is not possible to tell
whether slips were probably responsible for the decline in Richard's
watching behavior during the slip phase, but results with the other
subjects are at least suggestive of a favorable effect.

Richard's

teacher-watching was completely suppressed in the slip plus timeout
phase, a rate never before attained in the data of this or of previous
manipulations with this behavior of Richards.
The effects with Richard are especially good considering all of
the previous unsuccessful manipulations.

Another factor of success

was the fact that midway through the slip condition, his afternoon
Ritalin pill was discontinued.

He expressed strong feelings that he

could not control himself without it, and on the first day he had to
be insistently sent back to his seat after being told that he was no
longer to receive the pill.

Nevertheless, the slips alone maintained

a low frequency of teacher-watching and the delayed timeout procedure
was still effective.

However, Richard began contriving situations in

which he could watch the teachers and not receive a slip.

He spent

more of his time out of his seat to retreive pencils that he had
pushed off of his desk or got out of his seat and stood beside it to
get something out of his desk.
stare at the teachers.

During these times he would literally

It was felt that this new behavior could also

have been modified by enlarging the definition.
Brenda's teacher-watching had been much more difficult to detect;
she was very subtle about looking through her hair or past the rims of
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her glasses.

Nevertheless, she responded well to the contingencies.

Of all the subjects' data, hers show the best evidence of the effec
tiveness of the procedure.

Her baseline frequency was fairly stable

until Richard began receiving slips, her rate then began a decline
that dropped to zero when she began receiving the slips.
watching was totally suppressed in the final phase.

Her teacher

She was never

placed in the booth for this behavior during the entire study.

The

slips can be seen to have been very effective with her, her frequency
was suppressed by the third day of the slip condition, and on the
seventh day of that condition she remarked to the aide that she had
not received a slip in a long time.

This remark could suggest that

the cup of slips may have served as a constant discriminative stimulus
for non-watching behaviors.
Denise maintained a fairly stable rate of teacher-watching in
baseline until Brenda began receiving slips.
seen to decline after this point.

Denise's rate can be

Her teacher-watching behavior never

reached complete suppression and indeed seemed to be on the increase
during the slips and booth phase.

The poor results may be due to the

very short time that she was in either the slip or the delayed timeout
conditions.

She had been absent from school for a week and a half in

the latter stages of the baseline, and that is why she was continued
in baseline for so long.
Denise was not especially liked by the teachers, and interactions
between them were very infrequent.

It is possible that the aversive

ness of the booth was balanced by the reinforcing effects of being
singled out and having her name called by the teachers.

She had
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enthusiastically shown the experimenter her cup of slips the first day
that she received them, and had seemed very happy to have been
singled out for attention.

It is possible that the slips and booth

could have served as a mild reinforcer, as appeared to be the case
with Donna in Experiment I.

This is only a possibility suggested by

the slight increase in the last phase, but it would seem feasible in
that this procedure did serve to increase the interactions between the
teachers and herself.

An avoidance response on her part (non

teacher-watching behavior) would then serve to decrease the number of
interactions.
The data on percentage agreement are presented in Table 2.

They

are listed for each subject as an average of all the reliability
scores within each phase.

The number of reliability checks averaged

together for each phase are also presented in parentheses next to the
percentage figure.

Table 2
Percentage agreement data are presented for each subject as an
average of all the reliability checks within each phase.

The number

of agreement scores averaged together for each phase are presented in
parentheses next to the percentage figure.
into morning and afternoon sessions.
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The data are separated

Table 2
Morning sessions:
Richard
Baseline

Brenda

Denise

90%

(l)

74%

(3)

80%

(6)

89.3\

(8)

100%

(9)

100%

( 3)

Slips +
Booth

100%

(5)

100\

(5)

100\

(3)

Totals

93.l\

Slips

92.6%

93.3%

91.3%

Afternoon sessions:

Baseline

83%

(6)

64.5%

(12)

85.4%

(16)

80.8%

(14)

100\

(9)

66.6%

( 3)

Slips +
Booth

100%

(6)

100\

(5)

100\

( 3)

Totals

87.9%

Slips

88.2%
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84%

86.7%

GENERAL DISCUSSION
It is significant that these procedures are workable, at least in
a classroom of 10 children (where frequent reinforcement is given for
appropriate behaviors), even when all three subjects were to receive
timeout at the same time.

The dispensing of the slips was found to be

an easy procedure for the teachers.

Having the subject take his own

slips was easier than crossing the room and taking chips away
(response cost), and it was less disruptive than having to immediately
remove him to the booth.

The procedure was especially good in allow

ing the teachers to consequate the behavior with no verbalization at
all, as in the first experiment.

Verbalizations to the student have

the possibility of acting as a reinforcer for that behavior or of
provoking other inappropriate behaviors.

In the present experiments,

there were three different amounts of verbalization concomitant with
the dispensing of slips.

The following are examples of the amount of

concomitant verbalization given in the order of descending likelihood
of reinforcing effects:
handing Joe a slip; 2)

1)

"Joe, that was a talk-out" said while

"Take a slip"; and 3)

no verbalization, the

teacher's just handing the subject a slip.
The slips, acting as token punishers, and the delayed timeout
procedure appear to be both workable and promising as techniques for
suppressing inappropriate behaviors in a programmed classroom setting
with "emotionally disturbed" children.

The overall results from both

studies show that the suppression can sometimes occur both rapidly
and completely to the slips in combination with verbal instructions.
47
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It is because of this suppression of behavior with some subjects as a
result of consequation with the slips alone, that the negative tokens
appear, in some cases, to have acted as, and could be called token
punishers.

This suppression may be most likely with subjects who

have previously received differential consequences regarding the tar
get behavior, as was the case with all subjects in these two experi
ments.

It may also be facilitated by the constant presence of a

discriminative stimulus such as the cup of slips used in Experiment
II.
It is essential to consider that whenever the best effects on
the behaviors were evidenced, it was always with verbal instruction as
well as consistent feedback (slips or slips and delayed timeout).
This is in some contradiction with Schwarz and Hawkins (1970) who
found that delayed reinforcement could strengthen behavior without any
immediate feedback to the subject.

It is possible that either the

punishment or the reinforcement itself may be delayed, and still be
effective in suppression or strengthening, but that to achieve maximal
effect of either procedure, inrnediate feedback would be desirable.

It

appears that maximizing the effect could be served by simply having
some stimulus present in the subject's ill'lllediate environment which
would serve as a constant discriminative stimulus for the desired or
undesired behaviors; this would seem to be supported in this experi
ment by the possibility that the cup of slips served this purpose of a
constant reminder for Brenda in the second experiment.

It appears

that further research is needed in this area.
The slips themselves seemed to have an effect on the behaviors,
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and in Brenda's case, almost a complete effect.

This may have been

due to the teacher's attending to the behaviors more often and conse
quating more consistently.

In other cases, the slips themselves did

not seem to be effective enough for complete suppression until
associated with timeout, as in Richard's case; but it is to be
expected that different children will react differently to similar
contingencies.

Mere consistency of feedback may be effective with

some, but not maximally effective with others unless paired with
"backup consequences."
Joe's data suggest that, with this type of child, it is more
effective to explain the contingencies.

Whether the behavior would

have eventually reached zero is a moot question in this study, but
after the explanation, the behavior dropped rapidly to and stayed at
zero, a rate not previously obtained.

It would seem worthwhile to

research this phenomenon by assessing the rapidity and degree of sup
pression of inappropriate behaviors by either giving or withholding
verbal explanations of the contingencies in force.

As evidenced with

Joe, giving a child an explanation of the contingencies seems to de
crease the likelihood of provoking "angry" or other inappropriate
reactions.

Joe exhibited negative reactions to the receipt of the

slips until given an explanation.

After that point, he was even

helpful by setting his timer and going into the booth.

This may have

implications as to the possible efficacy of manipulations attempted by
teachers that a child should have the contingencies explained to him
so that he knows what to expect.
Donna and Denise had the lowest rate of interactions with either
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teachers or peers in their respective classrooms.

Perhaps the density

of social reinforcement was too small for either of them to be easily
affected by either instruction combined with consistent feedback or
This is in contradiction

the combination of these with isolation.

with the results of Pendergrass (1972), in which withdrawn children
did find removal from the social situation to be aversive enough to
alter their behaviors (though their social interactions were also at a
minimum).

It is possible that the added attention by the teachers may

have even had reinforcing effects for Donna and Denise.
There are two further possibilities to account for the poor
results with Donna and Denise:

1) in accordance with Honig (1966

p. 35), timeout is only aversive when the schedule in which it occurs
is positively reinforcing; when the schedule itself is aversive,
timeout may serve as a reinforcer.

It is not clear from the present

study that timeout acted as a reinforcer, but the possible aversive
ness of their schedules (normal classroom routine) may have altered
timeout so as to be a more neutral event, or 2) in accordance with
Holz, Azrin, and Allyon (1963), timeout is only a very effective
punisher when there is an unpunished response available to obtain re
inforcement.

If teacher attention served as a reinforcer for these

two subjects, and this type of interaction was at a low rate, then the
punished behaviors may have been the only behaviors open to the
subjects to obtain those interactions.

If either of these possibili

ties is true, then it would seem that more research is needed to
assess the differential effects of manipulations on children with
differential rates of teacher interaction.

The effectiveness of
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manipulations attempted may very well depend upon the relative
"reinforcer income" that each child is receiving.
There were problems in the use of this procedure with Donna that
the experimenter never resolved.

Donna had not responded well to the

efforts of the teachers to shape behaviors appropriate for a normal
classroom over the three years that Donna had been in the program.
The teachers and consultant were at the point of beginning very strict
and intensive manipulations with her, and if she did not respond
favorably, she was to be removed from the program.

It was because of

this determination that this punishment technique was considered.

It

was felt that because her extreme latency of responding was such an
important target behavior, and because all previous reinforcement
attempts at modification had failed, a punishment procedure should be
In accordance with Birnbrauer, Burchard, and Burchard (1970),

used.

it was felt that the punishment should be selected on the basis of
what procedure was most likely to accomplish the objective of altering
the target behavior.

It was felt that timeout could be effective even

though the punishment procedure was being used to increase a behavior
(faster speech) as well as decrease an inappropriate behavior (no
talks).

It would seem that this procedure, as it was employed, was

not effective.
Also the experimenter was never able to ascertain whether Donna
was able to discriminate between a fast answer or a slow answer, or
rather a no-talk and an acceptable latency.

No attempt had been made

to ascertain the normal latency of her responses, and it could have
been possible that her latencies were decreasing, but that the limit
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of 10 seconds was not a realistic initial criterion for her.

There

was also the problem of not knowing whether her latencies of answering
a question were always a simple hesitancy or reflected her not knowing
the answer (or even not comprehending the question).

This had been

considered before, and had been discounted because of Donna's accept
able accuracy of the answers that she did give, plus the fact if she
did not know the answer or misunderstood the question, an avoidance
response was always available to her in the form of making some
verbalization so as to avoid the receipt of a slip.

These problems

were never fully resolved and they may have had some effect upon the
results.
A further difficulty, and one for all researchers to be better
aware of, was that Donna's tutor (the second observer) sometimes con
founded the procedure by praising Donna for quick answers.

The tutor,

as part of her own procedures, gave Donna 15 seconds of verbal praise
following every correct response.

The tutor had difficulty always

having something praising to say without being overly repetitive,
hence she would occasionally interject praise for a quick answer.
This may have interacted with the experimenter's manipulation.
Further research seems necessary with this delayed timeout
procedure, perhaps with aggressive or violent behaviors.

For the

purposes of this study, these types of behaviors were not prevalent
enough to study.

School Adjustment Program teachers are quite

effective at eliminating them.

If the negative tokens, or token

punishers, could control violent behaviors, the benefits would be
great in allowing the child to remain in the same environment that
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provoked the outburst.

The child could better learn to control his

violence rather than being immediately removed from the situation.
Another step would be to see if the procedure is workable in a
regular classroom setting of 30 children.

The problem of programming

when each child would receive his timeout would be greater, but all of
the benefits would be the same.

Once a system was set up, it would

allow for each child to receive timeout at that time which would have
the optimal effect on his inappropraite behaviors.

A procedure of

home consequation could even be implemented whereby the child receives
his timeout at home contingent upon school performance (see Hawkins,
Sluyter, and Smith, 1972).
Other settings and situations where the procedure would be
beneficial would be on field trips, at assemblies, or any other
situation where a booth or other punishment techniques are not avail
able or feasible.

This procedure would also be less disruptive to the

rest of the children.

APPENDIX I
First page:

Frequency of teacher-watching as recorded by the

aide during each morning's recording session from successive school
days.

The sessions are listed along the abscissa and the frequency

along the ordinate.
Second page:

Frequency of teacher-watching as recorded by the

aide during each afternoon's recording session from successive school
days.

The sessions are listed along the abscissa and the frequency

along the ordinate.
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